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D. Lockhart; Mr. D. Dunleavy; Mr. A. Kekedjian; Mr. D. Artola; Prof. J.P. 
Brunet; Prof. M. Kusy; Prof. R. Wills; Mr. H.M. Breslow; Prof. T. Adley; 
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Hill; Prof. S. Ruby; Prof. E. Jacobs; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. M.M. 
Douglass; Mr. R. Orr; Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag; Vice-Dean D. Dicks; Prof. 
J. Lightstone; Prof. G. Dewey; Prof. S.K. Misra; Dean C.L. Bertrand; 
Vice-Dean G. Valaskakis; Ms. Y. Lifshitz; Dean B. Counihan; Prof. A. 
Melamed; Prof. B. Sahni; Ms. E. Laett; Mr. K.D. Adams; Prof. B.C. 
Desai; Prof. M. Vipond; Mr. M. Dunn; Mr. G.S. White; Prof. R.H. 
Zienius; Vice-Dean P.J. Albert; 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dean S. Appelbaum; Dean S. French; Prof. C. 


86-1-1 


86-1-2 


86-1-3 


86-1-4 


Patterson; Prof. R. Swedburg. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


The Agenda, as circulated, was approved. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. LIFSHITZ, SECONDED BY MR. BRESLOW, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF DECEMBER 
20, 1985, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Avis on funding of Quebec universities, which 
had been recently published by the Conseil des Universités, contained a 
number of recommendations, some of which were of particular importance 
to Concordia University; that a summary of the Avis (document 
US-86-1-D2), had been circulated to members of Senate with the material 
for this meeting; and that the full report was available in his office for 
members who might wish to consult it. He explained that fundamentally the 
Conseil has acknowledged that Quebec universities as a whole, suffer from 
underfunding in relation to their counterparts in other provinces across 
Canada, and was [responding] that funding for Quebec universities be 
brought up to the average funding level of Ontario universities, which, 
given the conclusion of the Bovey Commission last year that Ontario 


universities were underfunded in relation to the Canadian average, is 
considered to be a minimum recommendation vis-a-vis the real funding 
requirements of Quebec universities; and that Concordia, McGill, 
U.Q.A.M. , and Ecole des Hautes Etudes Commerciales have been 
specifically identified as being particularly underfunded relative to the other 
Quebec universities. He advised that there was also a recommendation 
concerning the accumulated deficits of the universities which suggests that 
these were not the fault of the Government and as a general rule were the 
responsibility of the individual institutions; that while he had responded 
favourably in the media in general terms with the Avis, he had taken major 
issue with this particular recommendation because Concordia's view has 
been that the Government should consider each case on its own merits and 
the University was prepared to argue that there were compelling reasons 
why Concordia has the accumulated deficit that it has, as evidenced by the 
documentation circulated to Senators last Fall by the Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, which should be considered on their 
own merits. Dr. Kenniff advised that there was one recommendation which 
did not please the students, concerning the doubling of tuition fees, but he 
suggested that this was a somewhat academic recommendation, given that 
the Government and the Minister of Higher Education have adamantly stated 
that they do not intend to depart from their policy of maintaining the present 
freeze on tuition fees; he also noted however, that according to the media, 
some pressure from the community in general has been building up in this 
regard in recent weeks. 


Dr. Kenniff further stated that following the release of the Avis, the 
Conference of Rectors met with the Minister of Higher Education towards 
the end of January, 1986, at which time it was decided not to disagree about 
their specific problems and to agree on the general thrust concerning the 
underfunding of the University system in Quebec; that the Minister was 
extremely sympathetic to the case put forward by the Rectors; that he had 
had a lengthy discussion with the Minister on Concordia's particular case 
and that while in his opinion it will not take much to convince the Minister 
of the justice of our case, the major issue will be in convincing the 
Minister's Cabinet colleagues, particularly those who sit on the Treasury 
Board, at a time when the President of the Treasury Board appears to be 
determined to balance the Quebec budget within the next few years; and that 
in this regard he has undertaken over the course of the next three weeks to 
meet with up to ten Ministers, focusing particularly on members of the 
Treasury Board that he personally knows and has had dealings with in the 
past, in order to press Concordia's case. He further explained that during 
the election campaign, the case had been pressed that university education 
and particularly the development of research and graduate studies were vital 
priorities for our society if we were not to slip back in terms of our 
relationship with the international community and our future prospects for 
development; and that that message has to be brought to bear. Finally, he 
stated that it was vital that members of the University community who 
talked to individual MNAs and other people during the election campaign, 
not consider that the battle was over, but that they continue to talk to those 
people at every opportunity; and that he was reservedly confident that with 


86-1-5 


86-1-6 


86-1-7 


that sort of pressure being brought to bear on the authorities, the case of 
universities would be made. 


Question Period 


In response to a question arising from student complaints concerning final 
examination results not being available until the second to last day of the 
course change period in January, 1986, Mr. Adams, University Registrar 
explained the regulations concerning submission of grades and presented an 
analysis of the situation this year, based upon a survey which had been 
conducted by his Office, vis-a-vis the December, 1985, examination 
schedule, the submission of grades, and the January course change period. 
In terms of the overall situation, he advised that 32% of the grades were 
received before Christmas, 80% were received up to the first week of the 
course change period, 94% received up to the second week of the course 
change period and the remaining 6% received after January 20, 1986. He 
stated that the problem might well be compounded next year by virtue of the 
fact that classes for the Winter Term would begin four days earlier than was 
the case this. year, i.e., January 5. 1987 as opposed to January 9, 1986; 
that starting the course change period one week later would create 
difficulties, particularly given that professors already complain about 
students being allowed to enter classes two weeks after classes have begun; 
that extending the term beyond the beginning of May would also create 
problems; and that the problem concerning the availability of examination 
results during the course change period cannot be looked at in isolation and 
must be considered within the context of total term situation, 1.e., the 
beginning of term, the middle of term and the end of term. 


In response to a question Mr. Adams advised that an increase in graduation 

fees which had been approved last year, has already been implemented, and 
that that increase and the cost savings associated with the rental of Place des 
Arts, the decoration of the Hall, the reception, etc., were all part and parcel 

of the same package. 


Responding to a question concerning the shuttle bus schedule and the size 
of the seats on shuttle busses, Prof. Martin, Vice-Rector, Services, advised 
that the scheduling question had also been raised at the level of the Board of 
Governors; that there has not been any survey taken recently with respect to 
the issue; and that he has arranged to have a meeting on the matter with the 
students and the people in charge of the busses. With respect to the size of 
the seats, he advised that the major factor was the price differential in 
busses, as determined by the cost of larger seats; that the University has two 
busses on a leasing arrangement and rents two additional routine school 
busses which come with the seats already affixed; and that going to larger 
size busses could result in an increase in price per unit from 25 thousand 
dollars to perhaps 75 thousand dollars. With respect to frequency of trips 
between campuses, etc., he advised that this was a perpetual problem in that 
regardless of the number of busses that we might add, we will never have 
enough, and the feeling was that the demand would continue to grow 
forever; and that this situation would be revised, and perhaps an updated 


86-1-8 


86-1-9 


survey would be undertaken, and he would subsequently report back on the 
matter. 


Dr. Kenniff suggested that opinions, ideas, etc., on the subject which might 
be forthcoming from members of Senate, Faculty Councils or any other 
source, would be welcome, keeping in mind that we have to work within 
certain constraints, including the fact that we could be open to an accusation 
of competing with the MUCTC should we begin to operate a sophisticated 
system; and that this was not considered a specially funded service, even 
though we were the only institution in the Province at the university level 
with this type of two campus situation where the University has to support 
the cost of transporting the students, faculty and staff between the two 
locations, which, in budgetary terms was a real issue which had to be dealt 
with. 


A concern was voiced over what was described as the deplorable conditions 
under which students had to write final examinations in December, 1985, 
and particularly those held in the auditorium on the 9th floor of the Hall 
Building. It was suggested that details of the case alluded to be given to the 
Registrar, after the meeting, and if there was a particular problem in this 
instance, it could be addressed outside of Senate. it was also agreed that if 
there were problems in general, vis-a-vis conditions under which 
examinations are written, these would be brought back to Senate at a 
subsequent meeting. 


Responding to a question concerning a recent "sit-in" in the Office of the 
Dean of the Faculty of Fine Arts, relating to the issue of the recent 
restructuring of the Design Arts programme, Dean Parker advised that 
following the demonstration a meeting was held between himself, the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, and two of the students involved; that as a result of 
the discussions that took place, a general understanding has been reached; 
that he has been in communication with the Design Students' Association; 
and that some information would very shortly be made public. In response 
to a follow-up question, Dean Parker suggested that the use of such 
terminology as "students' demands". etc., was perhaps inappropriate, and 
that rather the response which he was giving was very positive, i.e., that 
there was a discussion and that an understanding has been reached between 
the Dean and the students involved; that the programme would be offered 
next year; and that there is student involvement in the implementation of the 
programme. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the issue had also been raised at the Board of 
Governors, where it had been indicated that some fine tuning was required 
vis-a-vis finalizing the understanding which had been reached to the 
satisfaction of the Faculty of Fine Arts and the Design Arts students; and 
that until such time as that fine tuning had taken place, it was perhaps 
preferable to avoid a detailed discussion on the matter. 


He further stated that in his capacity as Chair of Senate and as a Governor, 
he had been called upon to defend Senate's prerogatives before the Board of 
Governors; that there was a clear demarkation line between Senate's 


ultimate authority in matters of academic programmes and the Board of 
Governors’ authority in other matters, which representation he has 
forcefully made to the Board of Governors on a number of occasions; that 
Senate did in fact approve the programme in question; that if, at the present 
time, the matter was being satisfactorily dealt with at the Faculty and 
Departmental level, that was appropriate; and that if the Dean of the Faculty 
of Fine Arts, or anyone else, has to bring the matter back to this body, he 
assumed that it would come back in due course. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


86-1-10 Reporting on behalf of UCCC, Dr. Whyte, Vice-Rector, Academic, advised 
that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration had tabled a proposal to 
modify its summer time-table to move towards a 6 1/2 week format as 
opposed to the format currently being used. UCCC considered the proposal 
and the idea that it should be implemented on an experimental basis; 
however the feeling was that it was not possible to envisage carrying out 
such an experiment for the coming summer, particularly given the time 
implications and that further study was necessary with a view to 
determining how a modification to the summer time-table in one Faculty 
would affect the functioning of all Faculties. At the same time, it was felt 
that serious study should be given to the possibility of carrying out such an 
experiment for the following summer, and UCCC will be studying the 
matter further over the next few months and in the coming year. 


86-1-11 Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to document US-86-1-D1, listed 
under Agenda item VI, h) - Library Committee -; and to document 
US-86-1-D2, Agenda item VI, 1), 2) - Conseil des Universités - which he 
had already addressed under Remarks from the Chair, (Agenda item IV). 


In response to a question concerning the implementation of the proposed 
reduction of xerox copying costs in the Libraries from 10 cents to 5 cents, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that it was his understanding that document 
US-86-1-D1 was being tabled for information, and that the actual decision 
with respect to implementation would have to be considered by the 
administrative authorities responsible for Printing Services. 


It was agreed that Prof. G. Martin, Vice-Rector, Services, look into the 
question of implementation and report to Senate on the matter at the next 
meeting. 


Appointments 


86-1-12 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DOUGLASS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DESAI, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF MS. M. PELUSO AS THE 
GRADUATE STUDENT REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-86-1D3), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


86-1-13 


86-1-14 


Resolution concerning Computer Science 251 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. BRUNET, 
THAT COMPUTER SCIENCE 251 BE REINSTATED IN THE 
CALENDAR, (DOCUMENT US-86-1-D4). 


During discussion it was pointed out that the implications of the proposal to 
cancel Computer Science 251 vis-a-vis students in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration, had been missed not only by the Department of 
Computer Science, but also by UCCC itself, i.e., it was an oversight on 
everyone's part; that consultations have taken place and there was agreement 
by all parties concerned; and that the situation was being rectified by the 
motion now on the floor. 


Senate was also advised that there were students in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science who will be similarly affected by the 
cancellation of a number of other computer science courses, and that a 
proposal to reinstate the courses in question would be forthcoming to Senate 
at a subsequent meeting. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Change in the name of the Department of Quantitative Methods 


In presenting the proposal to change the name of the Department of 
Quantitative Methods to the Department of Decision Sciences and 
Management Information Systems, (document US86-1-D5), Prof. Wills 
advised that there has been due consultation and agreement with all parties 
concerned, (document US86-1-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY PROF. DESAI, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN THE NAME OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF QUANTITATATIVE METHODS TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DECISION SCIENCES AND MANAGEMENT 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS, (DOCUMENT US-86-1-D5), BE 
APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


In response to a question concerning the use of the double appellation of 
Decision Sciences and Management Information Systems and the length of 
the proposed name, Prof. Wills explained that the proposal was consistent 
with current practice at all of the Business Schools in North America where 
decision sciences was actually placed in statistics and operations research 
and was part and parcel of the management information systems package, 
1.e., these two things go hand in hand. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (14 in favour; 6 
opposed; 12 abstentions). 


86-1-15 


86-1-16 


Report from the Ad Hoc Committee on Academic Recognition 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to the Report from the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Academic Recognition, (document US-861-D7) ; and to the 
resolution concerning the Report, (document US-86-1-DII). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. WHYTE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERTRAND, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TITLE OF 
PROFESSOR EMERITUS, AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT 
US-86-1-D7, AND THAT THE TITLE BE CONFERRED FOR THE 
FIRST TIME IN 1987. 


Dr. Whyte, in presenting and explaining the Report from the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Academic Recognition, (document US-861-D7), advised that 
the Committee was working toward a separate proposal regarding the 
establishment of a Distinguished Teaching Award which would be 
submitted to Senate after further consideration. 


During discussion, questions were raised and responded to concerning the 
phrase "ten (10) years", in item c) under the Eligibility Regulations; the 
rationale for item a); and the procedures whereby the process would begin at 
the level of the Dean rather than at the level of the Department. 


It was suggested and agreed that item c), of the Eligibility Regulations, 
(document US-86-1-D7), be changed to read WILL NORMALLY HAVE 
BEEN...". 

THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


Restructuring of Senate and the Committees of Senate 


Dr. Kenniff explained the documents relating to this item as follows: 
document US-86-1-D8 was a statement from the Steering Committee giving 
the rationale for the modifications that have been made to the documents that 
were submitted to Senate last Fall; document US-86-1-D9 refers to the 
changes that would be made to the membership and powers of Senate; and 
document US-86-1-D1O refers to the changes that would be made to the 
membership and functions of the Standing Committees of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY MS. 
LIFSHITZ, THAT THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE 
MEMBERSHIP AND POWERS OF SENATE AND THE MEMBERSHIP 
AND FUNCTIONS OF THE STANDING COMMITTEES OF SENATE 
AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENTS US-86-1-D9 and US-86-1-D10 BE 
ADOPTED BY SENATE, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1986; AND THAT THE 
TRANSITIONAL MEASURES BE DISCUSSED IN A SEPARATE 
DOCUMENT TO BE SUBMITTED TO SENATE AT ITS NEXT 
MEETING. 


In presenting, on behalf of the Steering Committee, the proposed revisions 
and the rationale relating thereto, Prof. Lightstone advised that Steering 
Committee followed the procedures enjoined in the motion which had been 
adopted by Senate last Fall, i.e., it had undertaken all of the necessary 
consultations, and collected all of the documents which Senate had asked it 
to consider in redrafting the proposals. By way of preliminary remarks, he 
elaborated on what he described as his own understanding of the basic 
principles, and assumptions underlying the redrafted Steering Committee 
proposals, namely that Senate was the highest representative academic 
council of the University and, deriving its powers and authority from the 
Board of Governors, serves to enhance the academic functions of the 
University which are to generate new knowledge and effectively to transmit 
knowledge, and to these functions, all other aspects of the University are 
secondary and facilitative; that any matters which pertain to this primary 
function of the University may be a matter of active concern to Senate; that 
given this overall context of Senate's powers and mandate, and this 
conception of the role of the University, it is specifically the members of the 
academic community, 1.e., students, faculty and academic line 
administrators, who possess the requisite authority, responsibility and 
competence, permitting Senate to fulfill its mandate; and that while other 
members of the University community, such as administrators or staff may 
be called upon to help Senate and its committees to discharge their 
responsibilities, nevertheless, the power, competence and responsibility to 
define and facilitate the primary academic functions of the University rests 
with the academic community, in part represented in Senate and served by 
Senate and its Standing Committees. He expressed the feeling that these 
were the principles underlying the documents now before Senate and 
specifically the deliberations of the Steering Committee concerning the 
membership of Senate and its Standing Committees and the proposal to 
establish two new committees, i.e., the Academic Planning and Priorities 
Committee and the Research Committee which bring under the aegis of 
Senate matters hitherto not systematically addressed by any overall 
representative academic body of the University. Finally, he stated that 
nothing in these proposals was intended to encroach upon the mandate and 
power of individual Faculties or of their Councils, and indeed, the Steering 
Committee, in its proposals, has attempted to better facilitate ongoing 
consultations with the Faculties and their Deans; and that he had no 
hesitation in commending the restructuring proposals to Senate for 
approval. 


During discussion, it was stated that while the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration was pleased with the percentage of student seats being 
proposed in the Senate membership, it was concerned with one aspect of 
student representation and was asking that the 10 undergraduate student 
positions should be distributed among the various Faculties, with 4 from 
Arts and Science, and 2 from each of the other three Faculties; and that the 2 
graduate student positions be designated as 1 Ph.D. and 1 Master's not 
from the same Faculty. It was explained that the rationale for the request 
from the Faculty of Commerce and Administration was that it would be 
consistent with the distribution within the other constituencies represented 
on Senate. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY 
DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE TEN UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT 
POSITIONS ON SENATE, (ITEM 


1. (1), PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-86-1-D9), BE DISTRIBUTED AS 4 
STUDENTS FROM THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE AND 2 
STUDENTS FROM EACH OF THE OTHER THREE FACULTIES; AND 
THAT THE TWO GRADUATE STUDENTS, (ITEM 1. (m), PAGE 1, 
DOCUMENT US-86-1-D9), BE DESIGNATED AS 1 MASTER'S 
STUDENT AND 1 DOCTORAL STUDENT FROM DIFFERENT 
FACULTIES. 


The discussion which followed centered on the advantages and 
disadvantages of actually spelling out the distribution of student positions 
on Senate in the membership; current practices with respect to student 
appointments, which were in fact distributed on the basis of student 
enrolments in accordance with provisions contained in the "Protocols for the 
Implementation of Proportional representation of Undergraduate Students 
on Senate"; and the question of designating levels of study with respect to 
the Graduate student representatives on Senate. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER OF THE AMENDMENT AGREED TO 
CHANGE THE LAST CLAUSE TO READ -"TWO GRADUATE 
STUDENTS FROM DIFFERENT FACULTIES". 


Discussion continued on the issue of designating the distribution of 
undergraduate students’ positions on Senate, as opposed to basing the 
distribution on the provisions contained in the "Protocols". 


A SUB-AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. WHITE, SECONDED BY 
MR. BRESLOW, THAT THE FIRST PART OF THE AMENDMENT BE 
REPLACED BY - "THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE TEN 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT REPRESENTATIVES ON SENATE 
SHALL REFLECT AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE THE GENERAL 
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS AT CONCORDIA". 


It was argued that the sub-amendment was against the whole thrust of the 
amendment, i.e., adopting the sub-amendment would cancel out the 
amendment; and that the sub-amendment should therefore be ruled out of 
order. 


THE CHAIR RULED THE SUB-AMENDMENT OUT OF ORDER. 
THE RULING WAS CHALLENGED. 


THE RULING BY THE CHAIR THAT THE SUB-AMENDMENT WAS 
OUT OF ORDER WAS VOTED ON AND WAS UPHELD. 


Continued discussion centered on the amendment versus the "Protocols" 
and the incorporation of the latter, or a variation thereof, into the proposed 
membership of Senate. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDED AGREED THAT THE AMENDMENT 
BE WITHDRAWN AND REPLACED BY -"THAT AMONG THE TEN 
UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT REPRESENTATIVES ON SENATE 
THERE BE A MINIMUM OF TWO STUDENTS FROM EACH 
FACULTY; AND THAT THE TWO GRADUATE STUDENTS BE FROM 
DIFFERENT FACULTIES". 


It was argued that while the revised wording of the amendment was slightly 
more flexible in its content than the original amendment, it was still far 
removed from the flexibility inherent in the previously proposed 
sub-amendment which had been ruled out or order. A number of 
suggestions were made vis-a-vis incorporating various degrees of flexibility 
into the amendment. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. (10 
IN FAVOUR; 21 OPPOSED). 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ARBUCKLE-MAAG, 
SECONDED BY MR. WHITE, THAT IT BE STATED IN THE 
MEMBERSHIP OF SENATE, (ITEM 1. (1), DOCUMENT US-86-1-D9) 
THAT THE REPRESENTATION OF UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 
ON SENATE BE AS NEARLY AS POSSIBLE DIVIDED AMONG THE 
FACULTIES PROPORTIONAL TO THE ACTUAL STUDENT 
ENROLMENTS IN THOSE FACULTIES ACCORDING TO THE 
LATEST UNIVERSITY STATISTICS, WITH A MINIMUM OF ONE 
STUDENT FROM EACH FACULTY; AND THAT THE TWO 
GRADUATE STUDENTS BE FROM DIFFERENT FACULTIES, (ITEM 


1. (m).) 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY. 


Concern was voiced over the phrase "... that only the academic line 
appointments have voting rights ..." on Senate, in item 1, page 1, document 
US-86-1-D8, as applicable to the Vice-Deans in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, it being argued that there was a grey area in Arts and Science 
which was not so clearly covered as it might be in other Faculties in that, 
while the appointments were not quite line appointments in the normal 
course of events, the Vice-Deans nonetheless did have certain line 
responsibilities. It was further argued that while the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council in submitting its suggestions on the proposed restructuring 
of Senate, had graciously agreed to go from four to two Vice-Deans, it had 
certainly not agreed to completely eliminate the Vice-Deans from the 
membership of Senate. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN BERTRAND, SECONDED 
BY PROF. MISRA, THAT ARTICLE 36 BE CHANGED TO READ - 


"THE SENATE OF THE UNIVERSITY SHALL BE COMPOSED OF 
THIRTY-NINE (39) REGULAR VOTING MEMBERS ..."; AND THAT 
"TWO (2) VICE-DEANS FROM THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND 
SCIENCE", BE ADDED AS A NEW ITEM UNDER THE REGULAR 
VOTING MEMBERS, (ITEM 1. (g), PAGE 1, DOCUMENT 
US-86-1-D9). 


It was suggested as a sub-amendment that one Associate Dean from each of 
the other three Faculties be added to the Senate membership, it being argued 
that these were not really staff positions in the sense that their 
responsibilities also included more or less line functions. 


The feeling was expressed that the suggested sub-amendment would lead to 
proposals for increased student and faculty representatives on the Senate. 


It was suggested and agreed that the suggested amendment be presented and 
dealt with as a separate amendment, depending on the outcome of the 
amendment presently on the floor. 


During discussion it was argued that the proposed restructuring of Senate 
and its committees, presented members of Senate with an opportunity to not 
only establish a principle but to operationalize it, i.e., that all matters 
pertaining to the academic functions of the University were, above all, the 
prerogative of the faculty line appointments of the University; that to adopt 
the amendment on the floor would introduce the thin edge of the wedge 
leading to the undermining of this principle; that once we begin to look at 
other grey areas, we will again essentially be back to the original proposal 
presented to Senate last Fall; and that in order to protect the principle 
enshrined in the proposal now before Senate, the amendment on the floor 
should not be supported. 


In response to a question it was stated that Assistant and Associate Deans in 
other Faculties have in the past been elected or appointed to Senate as 
faculty members by their respective Faculties; that there was no rule against 
that practice; and it was agreed that this practice would apply equally with 
respect to the Vice-Deans in the Faculty of Arts and Science, 1.e., that 
Vice-Deans are not, and should not be barred from sitting on Senate as 
faculty members. 


In support of the amendment, it was argued that in looking at the proposed 
membership of Senate as described in Article 36, the greatest loss has been 
suffered by the Faculty of Arts and Science; that it was asking too much 
from one Faculty, to pare Arts and Science that far down in one quick step; 
that what was being proposed in effect was that the academic administrative 
representation on Senate from the Faculty of Arts and Science be reduced 
from 5 to 1, which, it was felt, was a fairly big jump in one move 
particularly in a university atmosphere where we try to ensure that all points 
of view, etc., are represented. 


It was suggested that in fact the greatest loss in terms of numbers was 
actually with respect to the senior administration who would not be 
represented on Senate to the same level as was previously the case. 


During continued discussion it was argued that the representation on Senate 
from Arts and Science had resulted simply by combining the representatives 
from the various components of Arts and Science which existed at the time 
of the merger 7 years ago to form a single Faculty; that concerns had been 
raised at that time that the combined Arts and Science membership on Senate 
was not representative vis-a-vis the other Faculties, and there was a feeling 
that this would only be a temporary arrangements; and that it was now time 
to move towards a smaller composition, so that Senate could function more 
efficiently. It was also suggested that the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
could, if it wished to do so, adopt a resolution whereby two of the nine 
faculty positions on Senate from Arts and Science, be occupied by two 
Vice-Deans. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED, (6 
IN FAVOUR; 24 OPPOSED; 1 ABSTENTION). 


With respect to the membership and functions of the Standing Committees 
of Senate, it was suggested and agreed that the "DIRECTOR OF 
LIBRARIES" and the "ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF LIBRARIES 
-SECRETARY", be added to the membership of the University Library 
Committee, (item 8.1, page 1, document US-86-1-D1O); and that the 
"UNIVERSITY REGISTRAR (NON-VOTING)", be added to the 
membership of the Academic Programmes Committee, (item 5.1, page 4, 
document US-86-1-D1O). 


In response to a question concerning the Computer Resources Committee, 
(item 9, page 9, document US-86-1-DIO), Dr. Whyte advised that there was 
still some consultation to be done with respect to the composition and 
mandate of this Committee; that there was also the question of the Computer 
Science Sub-Committee which would have to be dealt with; and that 
hopefully the Steering Committee would be able to table a proposal either at 
the next Senate meeting or the meeting after that. 


In response to a question, a detailed explanation was given with respect to 
the proposed committees of Senate, their mandates and functions, and 
particularly the relationship between the Academic Programmes Committee 
and the Academic Planning and Priorities Committee vis-a-vis curriculum 
proposals. 


Responding to a follow-up question, Dr. Whyte advised that initially there 
maybe some difficulty caused by the fact that an overall academic plan was 
not yet in existence; however, once that plan was developed by the 
Academic Planning and Priorities Committee, the Academic Programmes 
Committee would be considering curriculum proposals submitted by the 
Faculties in the light of that plan, while at the same time, the Academic 
Planning and Priorities Committee would be working on another plan and 
would be looking further down the road, 1.e., beyond the time frame within 


which the Academic Programmes Committee was operating. He also 
advised that there were a number of checks built into the system being 
proposed, vis-a-vis the interaction and coordination of the various 
committees, and particularly the three primary academic Standing 
Committees, i.e., the Academic Planning and Priorities Committee, the 
Academic Programmes Committee and the Research Committee; and that 
these included the addition of two Associate Vice-Rectors, Academic, one 
for curriculum and planning and the other for research, and also the mandate 
of Steering Committee which was to coordinate the functioning of all Senate 
Committees. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. SAHNI, THAT THE PHRASE -"FROM DIFFERENT 
FACULTIES" - BE INSERTED AFTER THE DESIGNATION OF 
UNDERGRADUATE AND GRADUATE STUDENTS WHERE MORE 
THAN ONE REPRESENTATIVE IS INCLUDED IN THE 
MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEES OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT 
US-86-1-D1O). 


The discussion which ensued, centered primarily on the difficulty which the 
Student Associations might have in finding, in all instances, students from 
different Faculties, who were willing to commit themselves to committee 
work, thereby possibly resulting in student vacancies in the membership of 
some of the Senate Committees. 


The mover and seconder of the amendment agreed that the proposed phrase 
be changed to "NORMALLY FROM DIFFERENT FACULTIES" - 


It was agreed by the mover and seconder, THAT THE AMENDMENT, AS 
CHANGED, BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MAIN MOTION. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he was about to leave the meeting in order to fly to 
Toronto to receive a cheque for the Capital Campaign which was being 
presented to him by the Alumni Association in Toronto. He asked Dr. F. 
Whyte, Vice-Chair, to continue the meeting. 


It was noted that with respect to the faculty appointments to the various 
Senate committees, the terms and method of appointment were clearly 
spelled out in the documents; however, this was not the case insofar as the 
appointments of the Deans or their designates to the Senate Committees was 
concerned. 


The feeling was expressed that for purposes of essential continuity and 
coordination, particularly with respect to the Academic Planning and 
Priorities Committee and the Academic Programmes Committee, it was 
important that the academic Deans be asked at the beginning of each year to 
make a commitment as to who in fact will be attending the Senate 
Committee meetings with respect to this category of membership. 


86-1-17 


86-1-18 


86-1-19 


In response to the above, Senate was advised that it was clearly the intent 
that the Deans be asked to make such a commitment at the beginning of each 
year. 


Other questions were raised and responded to concerning the membership 
of the University Library Committee and the Steering Committee; and the 
distinction between Regular Non-Voting Members and Permanent 
Observers in the membership of Senate. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED AND CHANGED, WAS VOTED 
ON AND WAS CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 


A round of applause followed a congratulatory acknowledgement of the 
excellent work of the Steering Committee, and particularly with respect to 


the incorporation of the various suggestions from Faculty Councils into its 
revised proposal. 


Next meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 p.m., 
Friday, March 21, 1986, in room AD-131, Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


